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PRE-APPEAL BRIEF 



Honorable Commissioner 
for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

Sir: 



Applicant traverses the rejection of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
over Salas et al (Salas, U.S. Patent 6,233,600) in view of Maurille (U.S. Patent 
6,484,196) and further in view of Cutler et al. (U.S. Patent 5,129,083), and 
argues that the Examiner has not satisfied the burden for establishing a prima 
facie case of obviousness. 



With reference to applicant's Figures 6, 10 and 11, applicant's invention is 
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directed to a collaboration space having a root place 201 and a plurality of 
additional places 202, 203, 204, 210 (these are subrooms, with each room and 
subroom being a place in collaboration space) linked by the double linked 
(forward 205, 209 and reverse 206, 207, 208, and 211 pointers) construct set 
forth in the claims, with access control on the root place, each subroom, and on 
the forward pointers (Fig. 11, readers field 214) between them which, in 
combination, support increased, decreased, and maintained (the same) access 
to the subroom as that allowed on a parent room, and that access at any level of 
authority to a subroom is enabled only for those authorized to access the root 
room, together with a third access control provided on forward pointers to control 
whether the link to a child room will be enabled in its parent room for a specific 
user. (Amendment dated 7/8/06, page 18.) This structure is described in 
applicant's specification at page 56, line 13 to page 57, line 1; page 57, lines 12- 
21; page 59, line 15 to page 60, line 1; page 5, lines 7-15; page 55, line 16 ff; 
and pages 48-50. (These references are collected in Amendment dated 
10/21/05, pages 18-23.) 

In order to find teachings in the art for this structure the Examiner selects 
(1) Salas from the collaborative workspace technology, (2) Cutler from the ACL 
security technology, and (3) Maurille from the hierarchical data structure 
technology. 
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Applicant traverses the application of Salas. As applicant explains in 
Amendment dated 7/8/06 page 16, line 25 to page 17, line 15, Salas does not 
teach a hierarchical arrangement of "rooms", but rather a room (eRoom 24) 
which has a hierarchical arrangement of objects (pages 27, files 29, and 
database objects 28.) Several eRooms 22 are referenced in directory 22 from 
server database 20, but these are not arranged in a hierarchical structure. 

Applicant traverses the application of Cutler. As applicant explains in 
page 17, line 4 to page 18, line 22 of Amendment dated 10/21/05, Cutler does 
not teach, inter alia, that access at any level of authority to a subroom is enabled 
only for those authorized to access the root room, together with a third access 
control (readers field) on the forward pointer to control whether the link to a child 
room will be enabled in its parent room for a specific user. 

Applicant traverses the application of Maurille. While Maurille does teach 
forward and reverse pointers, as applicant explains at page 24 in Amendment 
dated 7/8/06, Maurille only refers to a data schema including users, not rooms in 
collaboration space. Further, applicants traverse the reading of Maurille on 
"whether a link to a child place will be enabled for a specific user in its 
corresponding parent place" (Claim 1, last clause.) There is no such teaching at 
Maurille columns 8 or 16. 
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With respect to the combination of these references, applicant traverses 
the motivations asserted by the Examiner. 

First, referring to (1) collaborative workspace technology, (2) ACL security 
technology, and (3) hierarchical or tree data structure technology, the Examiner 
states: 

"Any combination of these three technologies would have been obvious to 
one skilled in the art in 1999." [Emphasis added. Office Action, 10/10/06, 
page 3.] 

Applicant argues that to read these technologies on "any combination", 
including applicants claims, requires impermissible hindsight using applicant's 
own claim as a roadmap, and that is what the Examiner has done. 

Second, the Examiner states the motivation to combine the Salas, 
Maurille, and Cutler references at page 10 of the Office Action. Applicant 
responds specifically with respect to Maurille that the stated motivation ("in order 
to optimize message processing and display capabilities") is irrelevant to 
applicant's claimed combination and would not motivate one of ordinary skill in 
the art in 1999 to combine these references to achieve applicant's invention. 
Applicant's claims are specific to access control on subrooms in a hierarchy of 
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rooms and subrooms within collaboration space, and not to message processing 
and display capabilities, and the Examiner provides no proper motivation for 
combing these references to achieve that result. Further, applicant responded to 
the asserted combination of these three references at page 23, line 1 1 to page 
25, line 20 of Amendment dated 10/21/05, and at pages 22-23 of Amendment 
dated 7/8/06. 

Applicant requests that the rejection of the claims be reconsidered and 
withdrawn. 



Sincerely, 

J. Estrada, et al. 

By 




Reg. No. 24,886 

Date: 10 Feb 2007 

Shelley M Beckstrand, P.C. 
Patent Attorney 
61 Glenmont Road 
Woodlawn, VA 24381-1341 
Phone: 276 238-1972 

Correspondence address: 

IBM Corporation 

One Rogers Street, Cambridge, MA 02142 
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